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U.S. Customs Service 
(T.D. 74-222) 


Foreign currencies—Daily rates for countries not on quarterly list 


Rates of exchange certified to the Secretary of the Treasury by the Federal 
Reserve Bank of New York for the Hong Kong dollar, Iran rial, Philippines 
peso, Singapore dollar, Thailand baht (tical) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, 
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS, 
Washington, D.C., August 13, 1974. 


The Federal Reserve Bank of New York, pursuant to section 522(¢), 
Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (31 U.S.C. 372(c) ), has certified buying 
rates in U.S. dollars for the dates and foreign currencies shown below. 
These rates of exchange are published for the information and use 
of Customs officers and others concerned pursuant to Part 159, Sub- 
part C, Customs Regulations (19 CFR Part 159, Subpart C). 


Hong Kong dollar : 
See Dy W004 i i ee lel $0. 1975 
July 30, 1974 
July 31, 1974 
August 1, 1974 
August 2, 1974 


Tran rial: 
For the period July 29 through August 2, 1974, rate 
of $0.0149. 


Philippines peso: 
July 29, 1974 
July 30, 1974 
July 31, 1974 
August 1, 1974 
August 2, 1974 


Singapore dollar: 
July 29, 1974 
July 30, 1974 
July 31, 1974 
August 1, 1974 
August 2, 1974 
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Thailand baht (tical) : 


For the period July 29 through August 2, 1974, rate 
of $0.0495. 
(LIQ-3-0 :D :T) 


R. N. Marra, 
Director, 
Duty Assessment Division. 


(T.D. 74-223) 
Foreign currencies—C ertification of rates 


Rates of exchange certified to the Secretary of the Treasury by the 
Federal Reserve Bank of New York 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, 
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS, 
Washington, D.C., August 13, 1974. 


The Federal Reserve Bank of New York, pursuant to section 522(c), 
Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (31 U.S.C. 372(c)), has certified the 
following rates of exchange which varied by 5 per centum or more 


from the quarterly rate published in Treasury Decision 74-191 for 
the following country. Therefore, as to entries covering merchandise 
exported on the dates listed, whenever it is necessary for Customs 
purposes to convert such currency into currency of the United States, 
conversion shall be at the following daily rates: 


Japan yen: 
August 6, 1974 
August 7, 1974 
August 8, 1974 
August 9, 1974 
(LIQ-3-0 :D:T) 


Director, 
Duty Assessment Division. 


[Published in the Federal Register August 22, 1974 (39 FR 30364) ] 
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(T.D. 74-224) 


Foreign currencies—Daily rates for countries not on quarterly list 


Rates of exchange certified to the Secretary of the Treasury by the Federal 
Reserve Bank of New York for the Hong Kong dollar, Iran rial, Philippines 
peso, Singapore dollar, Thailand baht (tical) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, 
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER, 
Washington, D.C., August 19, 1974. 


The Federal Reserve Bank of New York, pursuant to section 522(c), 
Tariff Act of 1930, as amended: (31 U.S.C. 372(c) ), has certified buy- 
ing rates in U.S. dollars for the dates and foreign currencies shown 
below. These rates of exchange are published for the information and 
use of Customs officers and others concerned pursuant to Part 159, 
Subpart C, Customs Regulations (19 CFR Part 159, Subpart C). 


Hong Kong dollar: 
Se icici ciciins citaiomnanpiihatniitl $0. 1970 
August 6, 1974 
August 7, 1974 
August 8, 1974 
August 9, 1974 


Tran rial: 
For the period August 5 through August 9, 
rate of $0.0149. 


Philippines peso: 
August 5, 1974 
August 6, 1974 
August 7, 1974 
August 8, 1974 
August 9, 1974 


Singapore dollar: 
August 5, 1974 
August 6, 1974 
August 7, 1974 
August 8, 1974 
August 9, 1974 
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Thailand baht (tical) : 
For the period August 5 through August 9, 1974, 
rate of $0.0495. 


(LIQ-3-0 :D:T) 


R. N. Marra, 
Director, 
Duty Assessment Division. 





Decisions of the United States 
Customs Court 


United States Customs Court 


One Federal Plaza 
New York, N.Y. 10007 
Chief Judge 
Nils A. Boe 
Judges 
Paul P. Rao 
Morgan Ford 
Scovel Richardson 
Frederick Landis 


James L. Watson 
Herbert N. Maletz 
Bernard Newman 
Edward D. Re 
Senior Judges 
Charles D. Lawrence 
David J. Wilson 
Mary D. Alger 
Samuel M. Rosenstein 
Clerk 
Joseph E. Lombardi 


Custom Rules Decision 


(C.R.D. 74-8) 
Gite Bros., Inc. v. Untrep States 


On Plaintiff's Motion for Summary Judgment 


Court Nos. 66/36724-26987-65, etc. 
on toys—racing car sets 


Port of New York 
[Motion denied.] 


(Dated August 6, 1974) 


Rode & Qualey (William EH. Melahn of counsel) for the plaintiff. 


Carla A. Hills, Assistant Attorney General (Velta A. Melnbrencis, trial at- 
torney ), for the defendant. 


Maerz, Judge: This is a motion by plaintiff for summary judg- 
ment in four consolidated actions. The question involved concerns the 


5 
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proper tariff classification of merchandise imported in 1964 and 1965 
which, the parties agree, consisted of and was described in the invoices 
as: 
Racing car set! with over & under track chicane, lap counter, 
start & finish gates, 2 Cooper sports racing cars, 20 pes. track, 
spare contacts; Stock car road set ? with two (2) switches, remote 


control and with triple oval layout track; and Mini-Sport EI. 


The imported merchandise was assessed at the rate of 35 percent 
ad valorem under item 737.90 of the tariff schedules, as modified, as 
“[t]oys * * * not specially provided for: [o]ther.” It is claimed to be 
dutiable at the rate of 10 percent ad valorem under the provisions of 
item 734.20 of the tariff schedules, as modified, for “[g]ame machines 
* * * having mechanical controls for manipulating the action, and 
parts thereof.” 

To the extent relevant to the present motion, the record consists of 
the pleadings; two affidavits executed by William M. McDuffee, who 
has been plaintiff’s buyer of toys for some 36 years; interrogatories 
directed by defendant to plaintiff and answered by McDuffee; and the 
deposition of McDuffee taken by defendant.* 

Plaintiff contends that on the basis of this record, there is no genuine 
issue as to any material fact and that plaintiff is entitled to judgment 
as a matter of law. Defendant argues to the contrary that the record 
fails to establish the exact nature of the importations and that they 
are chiefly used as game machines. Thus, in defendant’s view, genuine 
issues of fact remain and summary judgment must be denied. 

In this setting, we now proceed to examine the record starting with 
McDuffee’s first affidavit which was executed in November, 1970. In 
that affidavit, McDuffee deposed that he purchased racing and stock 
car sets (including those involved here) in Hong Kong and Japan for 
the plaintiff-importer during 1964-65 ; that he was personally familiar 
with these sets and had viewed them in operation at various stores of 
the plaintiff; that plaintiff’s records showed that two of the protests 
here involved concerned the racing car sets which were imported from 
Hong Kong, one protest concerned the stock car road sets which were 
imported from Japan, and one protest concerned the Mini-Sport El 
sets which were imported from West Germany; and that he was per- 
sonally familiar with the West German sets, although he did not pur- 
chase them. 

1The racing car sets were manufactured by Kader Industrial Co., Ltd., Hong Kong. 

2 The stock car road sets were manufactured by Yonezawa of Tokyo. 

%The Mini-Sport El sets were manufactured by the Hans Biller Company of West 
Germany. 

At an earlier stage of this litigation, the court, over plaintiff’s objections, granted 
defendant’s cross-motion for an order extending its time to respond to plaintiff's motion 


for summary judgment until 30 days after notifying the court that it had completed its 
discovery. See Gimbel Bros., Inc v. United States, 69 Cust. Ct. 8329, C.R.D. 72-25 (1972). 
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McDuffee further deposed that “all the above-mentioned sets con- 
sist of two cars, start and finish gates, lap counters, tracks of various 
shapes, and manipulative controls”; that “the above sets are games to 
be played by two players, each controlling his own vehicle”; that the 
purpose of the game is for one player to cause his particular vehicle to 
reach the finish gate before his opponent”; that “[e]ach player may 
regulate the speed of his vehicle by a manipulative device so that the 
vehicle’s speed may be increased, maintained or decreased, as desired 
by the player”; and that “[t]he game requires a degree of skill and 
dexterity on the part of each player or the vehicle will leave the track 
before coming to the finish gate.” 

McDuffee also deposed that samples of the imported items were not 
available since all had been sold; and that the “Kader Road Racing 
Set, No. 3755”—a sample of which, it was stated, accompanied the 
affidavit—was currently being sold in plaintiff’s stores and was the 
same in all material respects as the imported items.° 

A second affidavit of McDuffee, executed in July, 1972, was sub- 
stantially similar to his earlier affidavit with the exception that in the 
latter affidavit McDuffee deposed that the “High Rev Dune Buggy 
Race Set”—a sample of which accompanied the affidavit—was cur- 
rently being sold in plaintiff’s stores and was the same in all material 
respects as the imported items and was illustrative thereof.° 

In answer to defendant’s interrogatories, McDuffee stated that the 
only document in existence which described the importations was an 
advertisement in the New York Daily News of September 27, 1964 
which contained a photograph of the Kader set as assembled and stated 
in part: 


[S]pectacular racing run and thrills for kids and adults 
& Pe * * * * x 
20-piece race set with 
2 racing cars! It’s 
battery operated 


6-feet long, 2-feet wide “figure 8” 


=) =~ 


over-and-under track 


2 colorful Cooper racing cars 
2 individual push-button speed controls 
automatic lap counter 
starting gate and finish line 
guard rails and crash bails 


5 The record does not contain a sample of the “Kader Road Racing Set, No. 3755.” 
*A sample of the “High Rev Dune Buggy Race Set” is contained in the record. 


555-216—74 2 
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On his deposition, McDuffee testified that “a racing car set is a com- 
petitive game consisting of two or more cars with track and * * * 
usually powered by electric or battery”; that a “stock car road set is 
exactly the same”; that he purchased items on the basis of actual sam- 
ples and on the basis of his background and knowledge; that recently 
he had received from plaintiff’s agent in Hong Kong a Kader Road 

acing set which, in his view, was ‘the same as that in question here; * 
that the speed of a racing car is increased or decreased by a control ; 
that each car of a two-car set contains a control for the competitor ; 
that the imported stock racing car sets made in Japan by Yonezawa 
were racing car sets; that the imported Mini-Sport El set made in 
Germany was not identical to but was in the same category as the 
Kader set in issue since it was a racing car set; that the sets as im- 
ported contained specific playing rules; that competition is involved 
whenever a set contains two cars, two tracks, two controls, and mechani- 
cal, battery or electric power; that there was no essential difference 
among the three types of importations in issue since they consisted of 
two or more cars, start and finish lines or gates, tracks of various shapes 
and kinds, and some kind of manipulative control on each car; and that 
many children merely let the vehicles travel around the track at the 
same time and “practice for when they meet a competitor.” 

An examination of the “Kader Road Racing Set” (defendant’s 
exhibit D) and of the “High Rev Dune Buggy Race Set” reveals 
that they are of plastic material and, except for the size of their 
component parts, are essentially the same with respect to their 
characteristics and nature of operation. Each set contains two 
racing cars, unassembled prefabricated tracks, a plunger control 
mechanism in each car, and a battery box. When assembled and the 
batteries installed, the cars move along the tracks at the desired rate 
of speed by the manipulation of the plunger control device. 

The Kader set which is contained in the record has accompanying 
instructions which read in pertinent part: 

The principal technique of operating a road racing car lies 
in the adequate control of its speed—that is, while the car is kept 
running at full speed, it is alertly guided against derailment. 


There will be an unbounded fun, if a game is played by two or 
more for a certain number of laps. * * ' 


RAcING RULES 


(1) After the appointment of a referee and the agreement on 
the number of competitors, the number of laps to be completed 
and the requisites for winning the game, the participating com- 


7This Kader set is contained in the record as defendant's exhibit D to McDuffee’s 
deposition. 
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petitors may choose the car and the track in the presence of the 
Referee. 


(2) The competing cars shall be placed at the Start Sign (before 
the Lap Counter) and start running immediately after the Ref- 
eree says: “Go”. 

* % * a % oe * 


(5) During the course of racing, either of the competitors shall 
not do anything to obstruct the other’s car. Any such performance 
shall be cousiaes as an offence against this rule. The Referee 
shall, thereupon, warn the competitor for correction. When such 
offence occurs three times, the results earned by the offender shall 
be nullified and the other competitor shall declared as the 
winner. 


(6) The above are only for reference; competitors may make 
their own rules. 


The High Rev Dune Buggy Race set similarly contains racing in- 
structions. These read in pertinent part, as follows: 


SuccEstep CoMPETITIONS 


CuHampionsuire Racine 


Start and Finish at the Start/Finish sign and count your own 
laps. Replace your own car if it spins off on a corner. The first to 
pass the finish sign wins. 


Hanpicar Racine 


Establish your own handicap depending on the skill of the driver 
and the degree of tune of the car. The limit car starts from the 
start line and the handicap car starts from a measured distance 
behind the start line. The first past the finish sign wins. 


Time Trias 


Use either track, race one car for ten laps and time with a watch or 
clock. Record the time taken and see if you can improve your 
time as you gain more experience and skill. 

Eo a Eg * aE x 


Hints ror Ractne Drivers 


You will find, as all racing car drivers do, that you will have to 
reduce speed going into a corner, otherwise the car will spin off the 
track. Considerable skill can be developed in the fascinating study 
of where to shut off power and to re-apply power in cornering. 
Racing drivers do several practice laps before a race to find out the 
exact place before entering a corner where they should reduce 
speed. It is equally important to increase speed as soon as your 
car has actually started to turn the corner, if you want to win a 
race. Good racing drivers say that it is best to go slow into a corner 
and very fast out of it. 


Against this background, we consider now the legal aspects. At the 
outset, it is to be noted that “the common meaning of the term ‘game’ 
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for tariff purposes refers to a competition or contest which involves 
skill, chance or endurance or any combination of these three elements, 
and which is played according to rules with the objective of winning.” 
Mego Corp. v. United States, 67 Cust. Ct. 19, 24, C.D. 4246 (1971). 
Further, “it is clear that the game provisions * * * are use provi- 
sions—which means that the articles must be chiefly used as games in 
order to be so classified.” Jd. at 25. See also e.g., Western Importing 
Company v. United States, 62 Cust. Ct. 231, 234, C.D. 3734, 297 F. 
Supp. 181, 183-4 (1969). Thus in the present case, it was incumbent 
upon plaintiff to establish that the imported merchandise was chiefly 
used as a game machine or game. 

In this connection, the only evidence bearing even remotely on the 
use of the importations was (i) McDuffee’s statement in his affidavits 
that he had “viewed them in operation in various * * * [plaintiff’s] 
stores” and (ii) his deposition testimony that many children merely 
let the vehicles travel around the track at the same time and “practice 
for when they meet a competitor.” Such evidence, of course, falls far 
short of establishing chief use. 

There are, however, instances where examination of a sample shows 
that it has such particular characteristics and design features as to 
limit it to sole and exclusive use as a game. Thus, in Montgomery 
Ward & Co. v. United States, 66 Cust. Ct. 233, C.D. 4195 (1971), 
the court determined that the imported “Mother Hen Target Game 
Set” which consisted of a target board, a spring-activated gun with 
plastic darts and four round eggs was classifiable as game equipment 
because it resulted in a “score” measuring one’s skill or luck or com- 
bination thereof against a given set of rules. Of special significance 
was the court’s conclusion that “examination of the sample, including 
the instructions, makes it apparent that the importation in ques- 
tion * * * is by its nature a game * * * [and that] there can be no 
conceivable use for it other than as a game.” 66 Cust. Ct. at 238. 

In the present case, by contrast, examination of the samples fails 
to show that the only conceivable use of the importations is as a game 
or game machine. No doubt the importations are used as a game. 
However, it is equally apparent from an examination of the samples 
that the imported merchandise is capable of being used not as a game 
but as a toy for the amusement of children or adults. For example, it 
seems clear that just as children or adults derive amusement from 
controlling the movement of electric trains along the tracks, so here 
they would derive similar amusement from merely controlling the 
cars’ movement along the tracks. It also seems clear that many chil- 
dren would derive amusement from the sets by letting one or two 
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cars simply travel around the track. In short, neither the samples 
nor the evidence in the record establishes that the importations were 
chiefly used as games or game machines.’ Accordingly, plaintiff’s 
motion for summary judgment is denied. 


8In view of this conclusion, it is unnecessary to reach the question as to whether here, 
in the absence of samples of the actual importations, the present record is sufficient to 
inform the court as to the essential characteristics of the imported stock car road sets and 
the Mini-Sport El sets. See e.g., New York Merchandise Co., Inc. v. United States, 66 Cust. 
Ct. 69, C.D. 4169 (1971). 
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CUSTOMS COURT 


Judgment of the United States Customs Court 
in Appealed Case 


Aveust 7, 1974 


Apprat 5536.—United States v. John V. Carr & Son, Inc.—Contro. 
Boarps AND Prorecrive Crrcurr Boarps—Articues Usep IN 
Execrrican Power Crircuorrs—Parts or Forsumrr Trocxcs— 
TSUS.—C.D. 4411 reversed April 25, 1974. C.A.D. 1116. 





Tariff Commission Notices 


Investigations by the United States Tariff Commission 


DerpaRTMENT OF THE Treasury, August 19, 1974. 


The appended notices relating to investigations by the United States 
Tariff Commission are published for the information of Customs 
Officers and others concerned. 


Vernon D. Acrer, 
Commissioner of Customs. 


[TEA-W-240] 


Workers’ PETITION FOR A DETERMINATION UNDER SECTION 301 (c) (2) 
OF THE TRADE EXPANSION AcT OF 1962 


Notice of Investigation 


On the basis of a petition filed under section 301 (a) (2) of the Trade 
Expansion Act of 1962, on behalf of the workers and former workers 
of John Swenson Granite Co., Inc., Concord, N.H., the United States 
Tariff Commission, on August 7, 1974, instituted an investigation 
under section 301(c) (2) of the Act to determine whether, as a result 
in major part of concessions granted under trade agreements, articles 
like or directly competitive with manufactured granite (of the types 
provided for in item 513.74 of the Tariff Schedules of the United 
States) produced by said firm are being imported into the United 
States in such increased quantities as to cause, or threaten to cause, 
the unemployment or underemployment of a significant number or 
proportion of the workers of such firm or an appropriate subdivision 
thereof. 

The optional public hearing afforded by law has not been requested 
by the petitioners. Any other party showing a proper interest in the 
subject matter of the investigation may request a hearing, provided 
such request is filed within 10 days after the notice is published in 
the Federal Register. 
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The petition filed in this case is available for inspection at the Office 
of the Secretary, United States Tariff Commission, 8th and E Streets, 
N.W., Washington, D.C., and at the New York City office of the Tariff 
Commission located at 6 World Trade Center. 

By order of the Commission. 


Kenneti R. Mason, 
Secretary. 


Tasued August 8, 1974. 


[TEA-F-65] 


PETITION OF GETTYSBURG SHOE Co., A WHOLLY-OWNED SUBSIDIARY OF DERO 
INDUSTRIES, INC., FOR A DETERMINATION UNDER SECTION 301(c) (1) oF THE 
TRADE EXPANSION AcT oF 1962 


Notice of investigation 


On the basis of a petition filed under section 301(a) (2) of the Trade 
expansion Act of 1962 on behalf of Gettysburg Shoe Co., Gettysburg, 

Pa., a wholly-owned subsidiary of Dero Industries, Inc., New York, 
New York, the United States Tariff Commission, on August 8, 1974, 
instituted an investigation under section 301(c) (1) of the said Act to 
determine whether, as a result in major part of concessions granted 
under trade agreements, articles like or directly competitive with foot- 
wear for women (of the types provided for in items 700.45, 700.55 and 
700.85 of the Tariff Schedules of the United States) produced. by the 
aforementioned firm, are being imported into the United: States in 
such increased quantities as to cause, or threaten to cause, serious injury 
to such firm. 

The optional public hearing afforded by law has not been requested 
by the petitioners. Any other party showing a proper interest in the 
subject matter of the investigation may request a hearing, provided 
such request is filed within 10 days after the notice is published in the 
Federal Register. 

The petition filed in this case is available for inspection at the Office 
of the Secretary, United States Tariff Commission, 8th and E Streets, 
N.W., Washington, D.C., and at the New York City office of The Tariff 
Commission located at 6 World Trade Center. 

By order of the Commission : 


Kennetu R. Mason, 
Secretary. 
Issued August 9, 1974. 
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[TEA-W-241] 


Workers’ PETITION FOR A DETERMINATION UNDER SECTION 301(c) (2) OF THE 
TrAvE ExpANsIoNn Act or 1962 


Notice of investigation 


On the basis of a petition filed under section 301(a) (2) of the Trade 
Expansion Act of 1962, on behalf of the workers and former workers 
of the Portsmouth, Ohio, Stanton, Ky., West Liberty, Ky., and Beatty- 
ville, Ky., plants of Escalade, Inc., New York, N.Y., the United States 
Tariff Commission, on August 12, 1974, instituted an investigation 
under section 301(c) (2) of the Act to determine whether, as a result in 
major part of concessions granted under trade agreements, articles like 
or directly competitive with footwear for women, misses and children 
(of the types provided for in item 700.55 of the Tariff Schedules of the 
United States) produced by said firm are being imported into the 
United States in such increased quantities as to cause, or threaten to 
cause, the unemployment or underemployment of a significant number 
or proportion of the workers of such firm or an appropriate subdivision 
thereof. 

The optional public hearing afforded by law has not been requested 
by the petitioners. Any other party showing a proper interest in the 
subject matter of the investigation may request a hearing, provided 
such request is filed within 10 days after the notice is published in the 
Federal Register. 

The petition filed in this case is available for inspection at the Office 
of the Secretary, United States Tariff Commission, 8th and E Streets, 
N.W., Washington, D.C., and at the New York City office of the Tariff 
Commission located at 6 World Trade Center. 

By order of the Commission : 


Kennetu R. Mason, 
Secretary. 


Issued August 12, 1974. 
[TEA-W-242] 


WorKERs’ PETITION FOR A DETERMINATION UNDER SECTION 301(c) (2) OF THE 
TRADE EXPANSION Act or 1962 


Notice of investigation 


On the basis of a petition filed under section 301(a) (2) of the Trade 
Expansion Act of 1962, on behalf of the former workers of Lessing 
Footwear, Inc., Norwalk, Connecticut, the United States Tariff Com- 
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mission, on August 13, 1974, instituted an investigation under section 
301(c) (2) of the Act to determine whether, as a result in major part 
of concessions granted under trade agreements, articles like or directly 
competitive with footwear for women (of the types provided for in 
items 700.45, 700.55, 700.70, 700.83 and 700.85 of the Tariff Schedules 
of the United States) produced by said firm are being imported into 
the United States in such increased quantities as to cause, or threaten 
to cause, the unemployment or underemployment of a significant 
number or proportion of the workers of such firm or an appropriate 
subdivision thereof. 

The optional public hearing afforded by law has not been requested 
by the petitioners. Any other party showing a proper interest in the 
subject matter of the investigation may request a hearing, provided 
such request is filed within 10 days after the notice is published in the 
Federal Register. 

The petition filed in this case is available for sia at the Office 
of the Secretary, United States Tariff Commission, 8th and E Streets, 
N.W., Washington, D.C., and at the New York City office of the Tariff 
Commission located at 6 World Trade Center. 

By order of the Commission : 


Kennetu R. Mason, 
Secretary. 


Issued August 14, 1974. 


[337-L-74 ] 
CERTAIN ULTRA-MICROTOME FREEZING ATTACHMENTS 
Notice of complaint received 


The United States Tariff Commission hereby gives notice of the 
receipt on June 19, 1974, of a complaint (as supplemented) under 
section 337 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1337), filed by Amer- 
ican Optical Corporation of Southbridge, Massachusetts, alleging un- 
fair methods of competition and unfair acts in the importation and 
sale of certain ultra-microtome freezing attachments by reason of 
their being made in accordance with the claims of U.S. Patent No. 
3,495,490 licensed to the complainant. LKB Produkter AB, Ltd., of 
Stockholm, Bromma, Sweden, and LKB Instruments, Yae., 12221 
Parklawn Drive, Rockville, Maryland 20852, have been named as either 
importing or offering for sale the subject product in the United States. 

In accordance with the provisions of section 203.3 of its Rules of 
Practice and Procedure (19 C.F.R. 203.3), the Commission has initi- 
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ated a preliminary inquiry into the issues raised in the complaint 
for the purpose of determining whether there is good and sufficient 
reason for a full investigation, and if so whether the Commission 
should recommend to the President the issuance of a temporary ex- 
clusion from entry under section 337 (f) of the Tariff Act. 

A copy of the complaint is available for public inspection at the 
Office of the Secretary, United States Tariff Commission, 8th and 
E Streets N.W., Washington, D.C., and at the New York office of the 
Tariff Commission located at 6 World Trade Center. 

Information submitted by interested persons which is pertinent to 
the aforementioned preliminary inquiry will be considered by the 
Commission if it is received not later than September 27, 1974. Exten- 
sions of time for submitting information will not be granted unless 
good and sufficient cause is shown therefor. Such information should 
be sent to the Secretary, United States Tariff Commission, 8th and E 
Streets N.W., Washington, D.C. 20436. A signed original and nineteen 
(19) true copies of each document must be filed. 

By order of the Commission : 


Kennet R. Mason, 
Secretary. 
Issued August 14, 197 4. 


[TEA-W-243] 


Workers’ PETITION FOR A DETERMINATION UNDER SEcTION 301(c)(2) oF THE 
TRADE EXPANSION Act oF 1962 


Notice of investigation 


On the basis of a petition filed under section 301(a) (2) of the Trade 
Expansion Act of 1962, on behalf of the former workers of Louis 
Shoe Co., Inc., Amesbury, Mass., the United States Tariff Commission, 
on August 14, 1974, instituted an investigation under section 301 (c) (2) 
of the Act to determine whether, as a result in major part of concessions 
granted under trade agreements, articles like or directly competitive 
with footwear for women (of the types provided for in items 700.45 and 
700.55 of the Tariff Schedules of the United States) produced by 
said firm are being imported into the United States in such increased 
quantities as to cause, or threaten to cause, the unemployment or under- 
employment of a significant number or proportion of the workers of 
such firm or an appropriate subdivision thereof. 

The optional public hearing afforded by law has not been requested 
by the petitioners. Any other party showing a proper interest in 
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the subject matter of the investigation may request a hearing, provided 
such request is filed within 10 days after the notice is published in 
the Federal Register. 

The petition filed in this case is available for inspection at the 
Office of the Secretary, United States Tariff Commission, 8th and E 
Streets NW., Washington, D.C., and at the New York City office of 
the Tariff Commission located at 6 World Trade Center. 

By order of the Commission: 


Kennet R. Mason, 
Secretary. 


Issued August 15, 1974. 
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